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AB 2102 - Bruce Allen 
CHAIRMAN BEAVER: (Following call to order and introduction 
of members and staff) This is a hearing of the Assembly Interim Con- 


mittee on Transportation and Commerce acting under authority and direc- 





tion of House Resolution No. 361.22 (1961 Regular Session).* The 

first matter before us today is Assembly Bill 2102 by Bruce Allen, re- 
quiring possession of a valid driver's license prior to taking delivery 
of a motor vehicle following sale of such vehicle. The notice announcing 


this hearing and the fact that this bill would be heard has circulated 


*Note: This transcript has been condensed and edited by the committee 
staff. A verbatim recording of the hearing is available for use in the 
committee office, Suite 4140 State Capitol, Sacramento 14, 






publicly for some time. It is the will of the Rules Committee that we do 






hear this bill this interim; however, to date we have received no informa- 






























tion from anyone either opposed to or in favor of this measure. Therefore, 


I ask publicly if anyone here today wishes to present testimony on AB 2102? 





KEITH BALL, DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES: Mr. Chairman, our 
position in regard to AB 2102 is one of concurrence with the principle and 
the idea embodied in the bill. We think it a good idea to at least ask 
the individual taking delivery of a motor vehicle after a sale to demon- 
strate his license to operate such vehicle. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: Mr. Ball, is it not alreadythe law that you 
cannot operate a vehicle in California without having a valid driver's 
license? What does this proposed bill really add to the statutes? 

MR. BALL: Merely a little enforcement of existing statute. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: But doesn't this place the enforcement on the 
person selling the merchandise? Is this a proper job for our businessmen? . 
MR. BALL: Certainly it asks for the cooperation of licensed 


dealers in furthering this concept. The picture I have in mind is this: 





when a person buys a car, he is changing his driving surroundings, his 
driver situation, the very tool he is going to operate on the highway. 
And if he buys a new car, he then has considerably more power and maneu- 
verability to handle, and it would be a good idea for the salesman to ask 
the buyer if he has a license to drive. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: What penalties are in this bill? 

MR. BALL: Purely a misdemeanor not to have complied with the law. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: There are a lot of cars sold by people other 
than dealers. What would be the problem then? Would the individual have 


to enforce this? 
a 











MR. BALL: From reading the bill, I assume it would be required 
of the individual as well as a representative of the dealer. 


ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: Wouldn't this make it clumsy to enforce? 































MR. BALL: Yes, I think there is no doubt about that particular 


It would be quite difficult to enforce. 





phase of it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: I see a danger of class legislation even 
in this bill. When a person buys a car, the presumption is that he knows 
how to drive it. A working man buying a jalopy to get back and forth to 
work would be under the scrutiny of the management of the auto agency as 
to whether he could drive it or not. This bill makes the motor vehicle 
selling industry law enforcement officers. I'm not for turning private 
citizens into cops. I don't like the bill. 

MR. BALL: To clarify one point, this is not a departmental bill. 
We are appearing in regard to the principle behind it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFRUM: Is there anything in the bill that would 


prohibit a person from buying a car, even though he couldn't drive, if 





someone else were to drive it? This would apply only to the delivery? 

MR. BALL: That's right, only to the person driving the car away. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFRUM: Isn't this same principle involved in car 
rental agencies, since they are required to determine if the rentor has a 
valid driver's license? 

MR. BALL: That's true. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Who would have the misdemeanor charged 
against him, the buyer or seller? 

MR. BALL: As I understand it, the misdemeanor would be on the 
Seller's part. They have to inspect the license before delivery. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: How would it be possible to enforce this 
é& in the case of a transaction between two private individuals? 

MR. BALL: Probably the person taking delivery would have to 
furnish evidence to the enforcement agency in order to bring about the 
misdemeanor charge against the seller. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: The buyer would have to charge the seller 
with not having asked the question relating to the possession of a valid 


driver's license? 





MR. BALL: Yes. Or someone witnessing the transaction. It would 
have to be witnessed before it could even qualify as a misdemeanor. 


ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: That would make it a little difficult to en- 





MR. BALL: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: What about the matter of someone violating 
the intent and purpose of the law by arranging to have someone else who 
had a valid license pick up the car for him? Would this proposed law 
be violated then? 
MR. BALL: No, I think not. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Is not the intent of the bill to deal with 
persons who customarily drive without a license, for one reason or another? 
MR. BALL: I assume that this bill is intended to be another re- 
minder to the individual who drives that he should be qualified to do so. 
I think it is better designed to catch the person who inadvertently over- 
looks this situation, but I don't know just what the author's intent was. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: I have construed, perhaps incorrectly, that 
the intention was to deal with persons who drive without licenses and in 


sie 





that case, of course, it would apparently be quite ineffectual. 









MR. BALL: This is quite true. It would be very easy to cir- 
cumvent by having someone else take delivery of the vehicle. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: Why couldn't DMV take care of this very 
simply by just putting another line on the application for transfer or 


license and just ask for the driver's license, without a law? 























MR. BALL: This could be done; this would require filing of addi- 





tional regulations. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: It wouldn't take a law to do it though. 


MR. BALL: I think we would be in a substantially better position 





if we had the support of a law to do this. 
ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: I think this would be the simplest way to 
catch a guy without a license. DMV has the authority to set up the forms 
that are necessary. 
MR. BALL: This is true. You are a dealer, Mr. Carrell. Don't 
you think this would complicate the registration or transfer transaction 


for the dealers and their salesmen? I am thinking of the responsibility 





that would fall to you in your business. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: I think it is getting complicated now to 
sell an automobile. I sometimes wonder how we ever get deals done. 

MR. BALL: And I concur with you, and I hesitate to recommend 
that we further complicate it. | 

ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: I don't think you would complicate it any 
more than it is by putting one little line on the application. Under this 
bill, there's the further complication that the dealer would be exposed to 
a misdemeanor charge if some employee forgot to ask the question. If it 
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were on the registration application, it would be more simple. DMV could 
catch it and it would be part of the regulations. 

MR. BALL: This could be done, but I think it would be a more 
complex transaction and would introduce an extraneous matter, something 
other than was has direct bearing on the ownership of the vehicle. 

ASSEMBLYMAN CARRELL: I think this law does that, just adds 
extra weight and complications to making a deal. 


(This concluded testimony on AB 2102) 


AB 2796 - Meyers 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: We will now consider the second item on 
today's agenda, AB 2796 by Charles Meyers, requiring the licensing of 
motor vehicle repair shops in California. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: Mr. Chairman and members, I introduced this 
bill at the request of the California Conference of Machinists. By way of 
a brief background, I introduced a similar bill - AB 2898 - in the 1959 
Session which was studied last interim by the Governmental Efficiency and 
Economy Committee. AB 2898 dealt also with the appliance repair industry. 
The bill before the committee today, however, deals only with the motor 
vehicle repair shop industry since AB 265, introduced by Assemblyman 
Grant in 1961 and dealing with the radio, television and phonograph repair 
industry, is also under study this interim by another committee. 

I make reference to this to point out the clear indication that 
there is need for legislation in these fields. (The author then read 
the provisions of AB 2796, copy of which is attached. ) 

Now, anytime you are discussing licensing legislation, there are 
bound to be problems. And there were objections raised to this bill, in- 
cluding the following points: (1) that the bill does not set minimum 
a 
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY 31, 1961 


CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE, 1961 REGULAR (GENERAL) SESSION 


ASSEMBLY BILL No. 2796 





Introduced by Messrs. Meyers, Burton, Marks, and Petris 


April 19, 1961 


REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCE 


An act to add Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 11900) 
to Division 5 of the Vehicle Code, relating to the licensing 
of motor vehicle repair businesses. 


The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 


Section 1. Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 11900) 
is added to Division 5 of-the Vehicle Code, to read: 


Cuapter 5. VEHICLE Reparm SHOPs 
Article 1. Repair Shops 


11900. No person shall operate a repair shop public repair 
shop for compensation unless it is licensed by the department. 
This shall exclude fleet owners who maintain thetr own equip- 
ment. 

11901. Every person operating @ sepair shep such repair 
shops shall make application to the department for a license. 
The applicant shall submit such proof as may be reasonably 
required by the department to satisfy the department that the 
operation of the repair shop does not violate any of the fol- 
lowing : 

(a) Local fire ordinances. 

(b) Local sanitary ordinances. 

(c) Local safety ordinances. 

11902. The license shall be displayed in a prominent posi- 
tion in the repair shop. 

11903. The department shall prescribe rules and regula- 
tions requiring minimum facilities and service procedures and 
every repair shop shall be operated in accordance with such 
rules and regulations. In prescribing these facilities and 
service procedures consideration shall be given to the fek 
lowing: any of the facilities, including general repair tools, 
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special tools and pieces of equipment adaptable to repairs, 
and testing devices, which are now or may hereafter li avail- 
able +. 
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11904. The department, after notice and hearing, shall 
revoke any lieense upon determining that the repair shop is 
operated in violation of any rules or regulations of the depart- 
ment. 

Every hearing as provided for in this section shall be pur- 
suant to the provisions of Chapter 5 (commencing with Sec- 
tion 11500) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Govern- 
ment Code. 

11905. The following fees shall be paid to the department 
for the issuance of a repair shop license: 

(a) For the issuance of an original license 

(b) For each annual renewal_. 


Article 2. Repair Shop Bir 


aH pont at progrdes fer ttert aehtele vopair ShOps; 

11925. No person shall perform any mechanical repair 
work upon a motor vehicle of a type required to be registered 
in this State as an employée of a repair shop unless he is the 
holder of a certificate ef completion of an apprenticeship pre- 
pitt theted tad e the autherite of the Cali ferris cho prentiee 
ship Council by Division of Apprenticeship Standards or is 
eet ploced as HH ptpeenties ape e aa . 
issued by the Division of Apprenticeship Standards which 
attests to the equivalent of four years’ experience as an auto 
or truck mechanic or is employed as a trainee in a specialized 
segment of the automotive repair field or an apprentice em- 
ployed under an approved apprenticeship program. Tempo- 
rary certificates may be issued by the division to nonresidents 
pending verification of qualifying experience which shall be 
valid for a period of time not to exceed 90 days. 

11926. Any person who has a total of at least four years’ 
experience in the automotive trades on the effective date of this 
chapter shall be entitled to the certificate of completion upon 
application to the California Apprenticeship Council. 

11927. -The employment of any person in violation of Sec- 
tion 11925 shall be grounds for the revocation of any motor 
vehicle repair shop license. 

Sec. 2. This act shall become operative on January 1, 1962. 
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standards as to what constitutes a motor vehicle repair shop; (2) that 








there is no delineation as to what is a mechanical repair; (3) that the 
unions are out to advance their own position; (4) that a service station 


attendant could not under this bill change a fan belt or windshield wiper 


























blade; (5) the bill makes no provision for the speciality shops such as 
brake and muffler people who do not require four years' training; (6) that 
the bill is too broad and does not tie things down and (7) that its appli- 
cation will possibly hinder the adult training program. 

It is granted that there are some bugs in this bill. But I am 
sure that after you hear the proponents and have your questions answered, 
you will have a clearer understanding of these many problems and we will 
be able to put together an effective piece of legislation. 

FRED L. MARTIN, CALIFORNIA CONFERENCE OF MACHINISTS: This is a 
very far-reaching problem. There are many ramifications in it, and we 
hope to clear up some of the matters. Automotive machinists and mechanics. 
lodges, along with many private owners and employers within California 
support AB 2796. The purpose of this bill is to seek corrective measures 
and alleviate problems that presently confront the legitimate car repair 
industry. The increase in the number of cars crowding our state highways 
and the increase in the number of accidents plus the fatalities most 
surely impose a responsibility upon the legitimate repairman. Notwith- 
standing the safety aspect, the automotive repair industry also owes a 
moral obligation to the motoring public to insure that all repairs ef- 
fected in California will be completed by a competent workman within a 
recognized efficient repair shop. 


There is great need for a regulatory agency in State government 
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because the obvious lack of control accounts to a great extent for the 


fact that most so-called back alley shops are able to operate with seem- 





























ingly little or no responsibility to the general motoring public. Es- 
tablished repair shops and franchised auto dealers in almost all instances 
do maintain the modern and adequate equipment which is needed in order 
to properly repair today's complex automobiles. But an estimated 50% 
of the firms performing only the specialty repairs do not have avail- 
able the most basic and fundamental equipment or knowledge that would 
enable them to properly overhaul, for example, the braking system of a 
passenger car. Although there may be many persons who would be inclined 
to discount an allegation that effective brakes, lights, improperly 
balanced or aligned wheels, and improperly repaired power steering are 
responsible for auto accidents, it seems to us that it would be an 
extremely difficult task to examine a twisted mass of steel and pin- 
point an unsafe mechanical defect when it is possible in this day and 
age for a person, unacquainted with self-adjusting braking systems, 


by the mere flick of his wrist to transform an automobile into an instru- 





ment of death and destruction. Present law in California provides for 
the licensing of plumbers, contractors, electrical contractors, barber 
shops, beauty shops, to name just a few, for the express purpose of 
protecting the safety and health of the public. Yet, in the instance 
of the automobile industry, whether we ponder the safety factors or the 
consumers viewpoint, we have not devised anything in the way of pro- 
tective legislation that is effective. 

The first step, then, in our estimation, that should be taken 
is the licensing of shops performing this work, and the logical department 
ali 




























within the state as a regulatory agency should be the Department of 
Motor Vehicles. The second and equally important provision should 
be the certification of the mechanic who will do this work. At present 
it is known that there are practically no restraining, qualifying con- 
ditions that must be met before an individual can ply the trade of an 
automobile and truck or bus mechanic, It is only necessary for an 
individual to find a space in certain areas to park an automobile and 
provide himself with a set of hand tools. Many could be inadequate 

and announce to the public through one medium or another that a mechanic 
is on duty. We realize that any legislation dealing with the operation 
of motor vehicles effects almost every citizen of the state and would 

be farflung in its effect, nevertheless, your most serious consideration 
is justified in the interest of safety as well as the consuming public. 

In answer to a questionnaire, only one out of 100 employers 
within the City and County of San Francisco signified no concern and 
opposition to this legislative matter. Approximately 100 were all in 
favor of this type of legislation, as they indicated on the card. 

The Assembly Committee on Governmental Efficiency and Economy 
that heard this bill last year did recognize the many complexities 
within this industry and recommended some form of compulsory inspection, 
Without going into the many ramifications, it is obvious that such a 
program not only would be very unpopular, but too costly to the motoring 
public. It is estimated that California has about 8 million cars and 
if these cars were inspected semi-annually at a $2.50 charge, the total 


annual cost would be 40 million dollars, more than the annual cost of 





the California Highway Patrol. It is recognized that such an inspection 


ao 





would be mandatory whether the car owner knew his vehicle was in proper 


functional order or not. It is very questionable as to the caliber of 


inspection that could be performed for this rate, taking into consideration 


the time spent to do the job, and the qualifications of the person doing 
it. Hence, 40 million dollars would be spent without accomplishing a 
defective unit repair. It is conceivable that the Department of Motor 
Vehicles or the California Highway Patrol could do the job at a lesser 
cost. In regards to AB 2796 a license fee of $25.00 is provided in 
order that the state would not be forced by taxes to provide for 
additional funds. If there were compulsory inspection whereupon a state 
agency would have to effect this, it would be a costly item. Some funds 
would have to be appropriated. Most of the states having inspection 
programs do not have a state agency checking the cars. There are very 
few. The state agencies that do, do not have the volume of cars that 

we have within California. Where you have a small volume of cars, 
perhaps it would work very effectively. Where we have a state with so 
many cars, practically speaking, I can't see where such a program could 
be worked out. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER; There are two things with respect to this 
hearing that I would like to draw to your attention. The fact is, of 
course, we have the testimony of the Governmental Efficiency and 
Economy committee verbatim taken just a year ago, and we searched it 


and devébped much of the material with which I am sure you are familiar. 


Two things apparently stand out. One which was not touched upon, to the 






best of my knowledge, during the previous hearing is with respect to 
page 2, line 27, Section 11925. I want to make it clear that I think 
oie 








your fundamental intent in the bill has a lot of soundness to it; 
however, I would like your comments with respect to the definition of 

the term "mechanical repair". I only draw that to your attention because 
I know it is on the minds of many of the members. I want to be sure 

that this point is covered because I know that you had amendments to 

the bill to clarify parts of this, and I think these things should be 
brought out, because it is in contrast to the older bill. We can update 
this testimony in other words, rather than redoing it again and again. 

I think cumulative testimony won't help us much; it will just waste 

time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFRUM: Is it the position of the machinists 
that you are opposed to compulsory motor vehicle inspection in this 
state? 

MR. MARTIN: Not exactly opposed to it. We feel that this 
is a very serious problem. At this point we are not opposed to matters 
that would be helpful to safety, but since the Governmental Efficiency 
and Economy committee did recommend compulsory inspection, we are just 
pointing out some of the problems that we would be confronted with. We 


would be opposed, naturally, if this compulsory inspection would entail 


the public paying some 40 million dollars without actually accomplishing 


a repair. That is our position. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KILPATRICK: There is going to be a cost for in- 
Sspection whether it is done by a private or public agency, and if done 
by the private agency, the cost i 
without question of doubt. One ca é cail it taxes, and the other 
case we just call it inspection. 


MR. MARTIN: That's right. We feei that the answer lies within 
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the licensing of shops and certifying mechanics as proposed in AB 2796. 
The vehicle operator is licensed to drive upon the public thoroughfares, 
and generally speaking, the vehicle he drives, when it requires repairs, 
is subject to an undisciplined trade outside of the fleet-owned equip- 
ment which is generally properly maintained. Authorized car dealers 
do feel a responsibility to the public; however, there are literally 
hundreds of repair shops that spring up over night and disappear just 
as fast when their slipshod work catches up with them. The public has 
no recourse after they have paid the bill and find they have been 
gypped. A survey of San Francisco shop owners indicates the almost 
unanimous desire for this type of legislation. No uniform statistics 
or authentic records by the state or private bodies that is comprehensive 
enough to show the specific cause of an accident when the cars are a 
tangled mess are available. However, individual employers do maintain 
shop records of expensive comeback repair jobs that sometimes get in- 
volved in these things. The Bay Area holiday traffic check shows 
generally the highest amount of violations are generally in regards to 
improper lights. Mechanical defects run 112 where improper lights run 
738. This is in just one particular check and it varies throughout the 
area, 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: How would the enactment of this 
legislation have anything to do with that particular problem? 

MR. MARTIN: I am just mentioning that in respect to current 
checks without the state, there is no agency currently charged with 
the responsibility of pinpointing various accidents as to how an 
accident originated. 


ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: Does this legislation touch upon this 
problem particularly? 

MR. MARTIN: The legislation itself that we are trying to 
establish is this, that currently we do not have any provision within 
the state to provide that when a car is repaired... 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: Well, I just want to get it clear in my 
mind that we're talking about the licensing of repair shops. 

MR, MARTIN: That's right. I would say, gentlemen, that the 
California Highway Patrol does have one of the most complete sets of 
checks in respect to accidents within the state. The California Patrol's 
annual report here of 1960 indicates that defective equipment caused 
55,377 accidents. Lights in improper use, or defective lights in im- 
proper use cause 52,000, defective brakes 42,793. There are many other 
things that caused accidents. There were a total hazardous arrests 
of 770,247 throughout the year. These are accidents that I am referring 
to in this instance. There is nothing in the California Highway Patrol 
annual statistical report that would indicate how an accident occurred 
and whether it originated from faulty equipment or otherwise. The 
motoring public is rapidly increasing within the state of California 
and its problems and responsibilities also grow. More accidents involv- 
ing cars are prevelant and we are generally only aware of this on a 
three day holiday period where deaths and injuries climb to an amazing 
total. The loose nut at the wheel is generally blamed for these 
accidents and while it is accepted that many are caused by this factor, 


it is also true that many are caused by faulty repairs. 


Safety programs are commendable but they will not completely 
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solve the problems or eliminate the responsibility of state government 
or the mechanic and the repair shop. Let the buyer beware should not 
prevail in auto repairs. The majority of businessmen within this in- 
dustry are capable, honest and sincere in principle and purpose. They 
are not opposing the curbing of chiselers. The modern car of today 

has many perplexities which confront the owner. He can no longer repair 
it himself with a small kit of hand tools. The average first calss re- 
pair shop must have expnsive high test equipment as well as many 

spceial tools and machinery. These cars with their high compression 
engines, fuel injection and double or four valve carburetors, high speed 
electric systems, torque convertors, and turbines cannot be patched 

or repaired ina back alley shop or by a high school boy. 

This bill provides two essential things: licensing shops and 
certifying mechariics. In providing that a repair shop be licensed, 
the minimum requirement of this bill is not a deterrent to the existing 
legitimate shops, and the licensing fee is not exorbitatnt, which should 
provide operational funds without a draw upon the state. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: I don't like to be caustic, but we have 
studied for years the things that you are brining into the record -- 
accidents, the terrible pall of accidents, and the almost utter human 
inability to pinpoint what causes them. On the other hand you bring 
your ideology against compulsion of inspection, whereas a compulsory 
inspection might have prevented that terrible thing and thousands of 
other things. Now, I am only mentioning this to try to keep to the 
line of this bill and we will make much more progress. Not that I 


am intolerant, but I honestly believe that if you digress in taking a 
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potshot at the idea of compulsory inspection when it has been used 
successfully in states and we are on the verge of possibly adopting it 
in California someday, you are diverting from the support of the things 
that you are trying to do in this bill. It's not before us today. 

MR. MARTIN: In regard to compulsory inspection, my statement 
was that we were not opposed to compulsory inspection but we were 
concerned about the cost and how it would be applied. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: It seems to me that many of the questions 
asked by the committee revolve around a certain pointed issue, and that 
is this: even with a compulsory licensing law for mechanics and garages, 
what is going to compel the owners of automobiles in California to go 
get their cars repaired so that they operate in a safe condition? 

This will not require the driver-owner-operator to see to it that all 
the necessary repair jobs are done on his car, because you cannot compel 
him to do that without some sort of compulsory inspection and by defining 
what inspection means. I only bring that point out because I think 
that we may have our timing off on this whole problem and I would like 
your comments about this subject. I wish you would make note of these 
questions and comment on them before we are through, 

ASSEMBLYMAN KILPATRICK: Mr. Martin, you are not proposing 
that there would be any limitation on a person driving around as an 
accident hazard in an automobile which should not be on the highway? 
You're only proposing that if he does go into a shop, he go into a 
shop that is licensed and one that would be qualified to repair his car 
in good shape. But there is nothing in your arguments which would re- 
quire the owner of the car to see that his car is put in shape. 
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MR. MARTIN: Mr. Kilpatrick, if I may answer your question 
later, I would surely like to, I would be very happy to, sir. The 
Governor's Industrial Safety Conference report covering the years 1958- 
59 indicates that within the number of disabling injuries per thousand 
workers, the automobile repair service and garages have the highest 
percentage of any particular trade or industry. In the year of 1958 

it was 59.0 per thousand workers. In the year of 1959 it rose to 62.2. 
The other previous years it embraced a similar sort of a ratio. These 
are high averages of accidents, and apparently nobody has too much con- 
cern about these matters. It is hard to reduce these here figures to 

a lower number unless something effectively is done. Present day cars 
require mechanics that are skilled craftsmen to perform all of the re- 
quired work within a determined period. The state requires that 
plumbers, electricians, beauticians, and others to be licensed or re- 
gistered and without any reflection upon these crafts, the automotive 
mechanics could cause more trouble and problems as well as danger to 
the public. If a mechanic repairs a car for pay, he should be certified, 
as the public is entitled to a guarantee. Apprentice automotive mechanics 
receive a certificate upon completion of their apprenticeship from the 
state through the division of Apprentice Standards of the Department 

of Industrial Relations. Hence the state of California does certify 
that an apprentice in his craft has completed his training and is a 
journeyman, 

We are aware that opposition exists in certain quarters to 
certifying all mechanics with the state of California, not on the basis 
that this is not good for the trade or industry, but because of the fear 
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that if the state certifies mechanics it unionizes them carte blanche. 
This is not strictly a program that is embraced within organized labor. 
In many instances management effects a training program under this 
apprentice indenture system with the state even where there are no 
union activities in that particular area. I think that the Governor 
was quite correct when he said recently at one of the apprenticeship 
meetings that management within the state should be complimented on 
their concern that we are receiving fewer and fewer apprentices today 
and management should be complimented on their activities to provide 
for more apprentices within the trade. Without someone skilled, 
naturally, the craft is being reduced, and we find it particularly 

in our craft that young fellows today don't seem to have the incentive 
to get into the trade because they can perhaps make more money driving 
a truck than they could as an apprentice. I wish to state that the 
charge that unionizing because of certification of apprentices or 
journeymen naturally is a ridiculous thought and that we feel that 

this could more than likely work in reverse. It the state did certify 
all mechanics perhaps they would feel more or less independent and that 
they would require no one to assist them in getting conditions. 

There is no restriction to the car owner in this bill to prohibit 
him in making repairs to his own car. However, when he brings his car 
into a repair shop serving the public, he should have some assurance 
that a mechanic is working on his car and I specifically stress the 
word "mechanic". Currently, the car owner has no assurance of the 
mechanic's ability until the job is completed. Good or bad he is at 
the mercy of the repairman. I believe that the solution lies not in 


self-discipline within the trade but in a regulatory measure like 2796. 


wiTa 









I recognize that this is a controversial issue in that there are 






certain aspects of this bill that would no doubt require amending. This 






is an enabling bill. I want to make it clear that it isn't the point 


of licensing the mechanic but certifying the mechanic and license the 

































shop. 





We are very amenable to effecting changes in the bill. It isa 
broad bill and there are certain aspects that should be added or sub- 


tracted. 





CHAIRMAN BEAVER: What proposed amendments do you think are neces- 
sary? 
MR. MARTIN: I think the four-year period is essential, but the 

bill should be amended to provide a temporary license permit for those 
people coming in from other states or nations to allow them to ply 
their trade until they get such evidence that they had four years in 
the trade. 
CHAIRMAN BEAVER: That is already in the bill on lines 38-41, p. 2. 
MR. MARTIN: Yes, that's right. Now the question arose in respect 
to adult training. I feel that some reference should be made in the 
bill that pre-apprentice training should not exclude a boy from working 
in the trade. We're surely amenable to providing some sort of language 
for pre-apprentice training in high schools. One other question that 
concerns us is in respect to mechanicd repair. We recognize that there 
are many small shops, specialty shops and service stations that change 
fan belts and radiator hoses. We don't feel that those people should 
be certified as repair shops. We would be amenable to excluding service 
stations as long as they are not performing such operations as engine 
overhauls, torque convertor work, automatic transmission repair and the 
like. 
CHAIRMAN BEAVER: I think this is one of the controversial points 


in your bill and would you be kind enough to supply the author with pro- 
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posed amendments in order that prior to the time we file our report we 


at least have all aspects of this covered so we are not hearing the 



















same bill year after year? It costs approximately $2,000 of public 


funds to hold these hearings, and I intend that in respect to this mat- 





ter we should get our money's worth, so that on behalf of the people of 
California we want all these things tied together if humanly possible. 


Mr. Meyers, can I depend on you to file with the committee all the re- 





commendations being proposed by the proponents in order that they may 
be found in our final report? 


ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: That will be done, sir. 








MR. MARTIN: We are agreeable to sitting down with any of the op- 
ponents to consider their changes. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Referring to your statement, would you explain 
what is meant by "an estimated 50% of the firms performing specially re- 


pairs don't have the basic equipment OP knowledge to allow them to over- 








haul the braking system of a car." Would this mean, for example, a 
muffler shop? 
MR. MARTIN: No, a muffler shop is a specialty shop. As a matter 






of fact, they wouldn't be certified mechanics. The reference is to 
















torque convertors, transmission, carburetor repair shops, etc. 








ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: A muffler or brake repairman would not go 
through the four years' training and be certified? 

MR. MARTIN: If that's all they did, that is correct. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Suppose all they did was work on electric 
generators? Or carburetors? Or just torque convertors? 

MR. MARTIN: Well, those are journeyman mechanics. They have to 
fully understand the particular craft so these should be certified. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: You would want a man that is certified in 211 
fields of automotive mechanics to work on just torque convertors? 


MR. MARTIN: Yes, in that line. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Would it be necessary for good legislation in 
this field to determine exactly what specialties you would want certi- 


fied people in and where you would not want them? 















MR. MARTIN: 





That is correct. We are amenable to these changes. 
They should be spelled out. 


ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: You might have to be more than amenable, you 





might have to spell them out yourself next time. 





MR, MARTIN: Well, perhaps maybe we will. 





CHAIRMAN BEAVER: Mr. Meyers, is it possible that you may get into 





some sort of conference with the opponents to bring us all their re- 

























commended changes prior to the time we adjourn this afternoon? I want 
to make the point very definite that we are now hearing cumulative tes- 
timony on points which have been covered by another committee, and that 
we have the verbatim transcript. It occurs that there are still many 

amendments that would be all right with the proponents, amendments that 
are not and have nov been before us in any kind of written form, and I 


urge you to get them into writing because it is not the intention of 





the chair to hold another hearing on this subject. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: Some of the points raised are valid objections 
in my opinion, but there has notbem ananged a meeting among the interes- 
ted parties as to the proper form amendments should take. It would be 
a rather difficult task to sit down in an hour or so and come up with 
language approved by all parties. I had thought as a result of today's 
testimony we would have the thinking of all parties and arrange a sub- 
sequent meeting within twenty days. Then this information could be sent 
the committee before it sits in executive session to review all the fac- 
tors to be in a position to make recommendations. 
CHAIRMAN BEAVER: You are therefore proposing that subsequent to 
today's hearing you will arrange a meeting between all parties, and 
Subsequent to: that submit some sort of report to guide the formulation 
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of our final recommendations. Is that correct? 












ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: Yes. 





CHAIRMAN BEAVER: We will be perfectly willing at our February 2, 
1962, hearing in Sacramento to take under consideration the informal re- 


port you will prepare with respect to all parties. 




























DANIEL HARTNETT, AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION: My per- 
sonal opinion is that we are so far apart in our philosophies and our 


ideologies on this bill that we couldn't bridge the gap and come to any 





amicable agreement ina short conference. 





All we heard so far today is 
inspection legislation; that is an entirely foreign matter. We would 
like to have our facts and figures and philosophies confined to the 
enactment or non-enactment of AB 2796. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: We agree, and I am sure that is all the committee 
is concerned with; however, there are amendments which are not before 
us and we would like them before the filing or our final report, and I 
am attempting only to accomplish that. 

MR. HARTNETT: I'll have to consult other members of the industry, 





but personally I don't think we could get together. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: I appreciate very much the effort of trying to 
sit down with the interested parties. I feel as though it would be worth 
at least one afternoon meeting. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: Mr. Meyers, as the author of this bill, will you 
assume the responsibility of seeing to it that these people come to some 
sort of terms on the ultimate form and destiny of this bill prior to the 
filing of our final report? 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: I will do everything within my power to do so, 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: The content of this bill is precisely what we 


heard in Sacramento last session and there still seems to such a gap be- 







tween the opponents and proponents. We're talking about the licensing of 





repair shops, and we don't even know what a repair shop is. Until some- 


hn 





one clarifies this type of thing, we're just whistling Dixie. 






























CHAIRMAN BEAVER: I certainly agree. I hope we get some facts 





here pretty soon. Let's get to the meat of the coconut and stop fid- 


dling around. 





ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: I think that the purpose of an interim con- 
mittee meeting of this nature should be to give full chance for the op- 
ponents to make known their views so that we will have this thinking be- 
fore us. I wouldn't ask the committee's time to take cumulative testi- 
mony if I didn't think it served a purpose. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: The only point I want to make is that not 
only are the @ponents opposed to the bill, but so are the proponents 
in its present form, and until you can arrive at a happy meeting ground 
somewhere, what are we going to discuss? 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: I think it's a good thing when the proponents 
recognize there are certain weaknesses in the bill. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: I agree. And we are entitled to know what 
those weaknesses are. Let's see them in writing, and then we'll have 
something to talk about. 

ASSEMBYMAN MEYERS: I think that after the persons who have some 
reservations have a chance to make known their views then, and only 
then in my opinion, can you sit down and actually get some of the an- 
swers to some of the questions. And as a result of the proposed meeting 
with the interested persons I am sure that many of these problems will 
be solved. If it then becomes apparent that such is not the case, then 
I would be the first one to recommend to the committee that no further 


action be taken on this legislation. 






FELIX DUMOND, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS: I want to 








submit to the committee documents that are self-explanatory: three 





samples of ordinances passed by San Francisco, Oakland and Los Angeles, 
purporting to show that what we are attempting in AB 2796 is. nothing new. 
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It has been worked on since at least 1934. What we're trying to do on 

a state-wide basis is what the cities and towns have attempted to do in 
ordinances, with the result of a hodgepodge, overlapping, non-regulatory 
and with no method of enforcing, with the result that we are practically 
in the same position today that we were 25 years ago. 


ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: 





Do these ordinances provide that a mechanic 


must be licensed in those cities? 

























MR. DUMOND: No, they don't provide for licensing or certification. 





What they attempt to do is regulate the automotive industry itself. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: Do they define what a repair shop is? 

MR. DUMOND: Yes. You will find definitions for practically every 
automotive establishment that there is in California. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: Are you stating that maybe one of the compro- 
mises in the controversy would be to license the automotive shops and 
never mind about the certificate for apprenticeship and that sort of 
thing? 

MR. DUMOND: No. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: In other words, when we license a doctor, do 
we in turn say that he must have a receptionist with a certificate of 
training, and a certified analyst for blood samples and all the related 
work. That's all presumptive when the doctor gets his license. Now, I 
was wondering if possibly a solution here would not be to have the em- 
ployers become licensed so that they could have a certified shop, but 
when you get into employee relations and set up police power over the 
kids on whether they follow a trade and how they are to follow it, you're 
getting deep. And that is where I parted with you during session. I'm 
not against licensing these shops so they are responsible to the public 


to turn out a decent job, but the responsibility of what kind of mechanic 






works on my car is the employer's. I'll go half way, even 90%, but I'm 
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not going to have you tell me what my boy is going to do to make a liv- 
ing in this world and how he is going to do it and that he is going to 
bow to the police power of the state in doing it. 

MR. DUMOND: I can agree with you to a large extent, Mr. Gaffney, 
but we also say that if a person is going to work on the electrical sys- 
tem of our houses, he must be a licensed electrician, if he is going to 
work on our plumbing.....ee. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: (interposed).....The electrical contractor, 
yes. It's presumptive that the man who works for him has learned his 
trade thoroughly, or the employer should not hire him. 

MR. DUMOND: He has to have a license in his pocket. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: He does not. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: I note that the first San Francisco series of 
ordinances is dated 1939; is that when they were adopted? 

MR. DUMOND: Yes sir. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: When was the Los Angeles one adopted? 

MR. DUMOND: About three or four years ago. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: When was ‘Article 12, Service Stations and Garages" 
adopted. 

MR. DUMOND: In Oakland in 1934, and to date has not been amended. 
It is still in full force and effect. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: Did you present these documents at the Sacra- 
mento hearing during session on this same bill? 

MR. DUMOND: I didn't have the opportunity. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: Well, maybe if we have a couple more hearings 
we can get all the information together. 

MR. DUMOND: These are just samples. I have altogether some 86 


ordinances that have been passed on this subject. 


ASSEMBLYMAN KILPATRICK: If these have been adopted in major cities, 
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a brief explanation of what they cover would help the committee. 





MR. DUMOND: These ordinances cover just about what we are attempt- 














ing in AB 2796, on a local instead of state-wide basis. The original 
ordinance, which has been copied in many places, was the Oakland one. 


It defines service stations, commercial garages, apartment house gara- 





ges, private garages, repair shops and so on, 
CHAIRMAN BEAVER: Why isn't that sort of thing in the bill since 


we've had two Sessions in which to amend it? Mr. Meyers, these defini- 

































tions, or the lack of them, is one of the flaws in your bill, and yet 
they have been available since 1939 or even earlier. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: I have been aware that since the hearing in 
Sacramento that this information was available, but it appeared then 
that it would be too time-consuming to go into it. I think Mr. Dumond 
had the information available during Session but did not make such facts 
known to the committee. I believe that at a meeting of this nature is 
when the information should be forthcoming. I feel that with this in- 
formation plus the information from the opponents, we will be able to 
have the bill in proper form for the February e2 hearing. 

MR. DUMOND: At the Sacramento hearing, I was at the table and I 
had this information with me, and was ready to present it when the com- 
mittee took the position of referring the bill to interim study. I 
stopped right there and didn't get the opportunity to present this in- 
formation. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: You will recall that we were then considering the 
passage of the existing bill. We did not have amendments before us and 
you did have full opportunity to present amendments had you drafted them. 
Is that not correct? 

MR. DUMOND: Well, I would have presented them had I had the oppor- 
tunity to do so,’ 


CHAIRMAN BEAVER: 





Did you have the amendments prepared in proper 
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form for adoption by the committee? 





MR. DUMOND: No. 
































CHAIRMAN BEAVER: Therefore, if you had had the opportunity, you 





still could not have introduced them for the committee's consideration. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: I should assume part of the responsibility in 
this. 

CHAIRMAN BEAVER: I think you will have to assume all of it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: What penalties are attached to these ordi- 
nances and whom are they directed to? 

MR. DUMOND: They are directed at the shop operator. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: Not at the mechanics? 

MR. DUMOND: No, just to the employer. 

ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: You mentioned that one of the main purposes 
of the bill is to bring into state law the fine code provisions of 
some of these cities, but there are no definitions in the bill. You 
mention that the bill will cover local ordinances for the protection 
of the employees, but the bill merely says that the repair shop cannot 
violate local fire, sanitation and safety ordinances. And they are not 
uniform. We've been trying for 20 years to my knowledge to have a uni- 
form building code and we're unable to get agreement. Some codes are 
fine and some are lackadaisical;you would have the same situation in re- 
pair shops unless you write into the bill minimum requirements for sani- 
tation, safety and fire. Then, if this bill were law, the municipality 
not having the minimum would have to have it and we could effect a uni- 
form code. But there is nothing in the bill to effect any such thing. 

MR. DUMOND: We have been learning a lot since we sponsored this 
bill and we are learning a lot today, and if we can each have patience, 


we might end up with something that will be good for all California. 


She 











DEWAYNE WILLIAMS, AUTOMOTIVE MACHINISTS LODGE, OAKLAND: I don't 
think the other spokesmen definitely stated our position toward compul- 


sory inspection. It is obvious to me that any inspection system, unless 





legislation provided for competent people performing the inspection, 


would be as useless as the bill in effect at the present time. Mr. Gaf- 






























fney, I would remind you that when citations are issued by police or 
highway patrol on brakes, the car operator must go to a brake testing 
station licensed by the state and get the defect repaired or receive 
a certificate or statement to the effect that it has been repaired. The 
fault with this system is that even though you have licensed headlamp 
inspectors and brake inspectors, in a great many instances high school 
kids who know damn little about the operation or repair of an automobile 
are actually okaying the certificates. As far as the official position 
of the proponents of AB 2796, we would be in favor of compulsory inspec- 
tion if at the same time there was some measure of control over the 
people actually performing the inspection. 

A. JAMES AYRES, CALIFORNIA AUTOMOTIVE WHOLESALERS' ASSOCIATION: We 
opposed AB 2898 and now oppose AB 2796. In the GEE committee trans- 





cript a letter from Lambert Company appears. Since then I have re- 
ceived a letter from George W. Bowman, vice-president of the company, 
taking an entirely different position on the matter: "In my letter to 
the machinists trade committee endorsing AB 2898, I would like to clar- 
ify my position. At the time of my endorsement, this bill was in com- 
mittee study and had not been formally drafted, so naturally, endorse- 
ment pertained only in principle. In the form the bill was introduced 
in the Legislature, I do not endorse the bill to any further extent. 

I verbally disagreed with this method of administration in committee 
meetings of the state Joint Apprenticship Committee for Metal Trades. 
It was my understanding that the bill was defeated in the interim and 

I pursued it.no further. In regards to AB 2796, I am in complete agree- 
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ment with the board of directors of CAWA that this bill is premature 


and cannot be properly administered and should not be adopted in its 








present form." That should clear the record. 
The board of directors have considered and reconsidered this mat- 


ter and it seems to me that there is no end to the presentation of this 






bill. The arguments against it are limited: vagueness, uncertainty 




























and paucity of definitions. Now we see that fleet owners are excluded. 


This is a rather fascinating thing because I think it is perfectly ob- 





vious that a fleet operator is 20 or 30% of our highway hazard, so why 

should they be excluded? 
This bill would certainly replace much local legislation. There- 

fore, it behooves you to consider the problem of whether this is a pro- 

per province for state action. Local laws will become meaningless. 

This bill is not only incomplete, but impractical: it does not pro- 

vide for the specialty shops or define vehicle repair shops. We're 

putting the cart before the horse: if we want to do something about 

our terrific problem of automobile accidents, let us face the facts 

that we have to have annual inspections. This word compulsory is a 

fearful word, used by people that kind of think that that is a good 

way to whip. good sensible legislation. In other words, they don't 

use "compulsory" regarding drivers' licenses, but they use it ina 

way to defame a very sensible objective. If before we would issue 

licenses, we would see that properly qualified state employees examine 

vehicles and then have independent enterprise take care of the repairs 

to the satisfaction of state employees, then we might be able to 

get at our problem. But, in my opinion, this bill is utterly stupid. 

I would like to see any of you gentlemen sit as a judge and try to in- 

terpret it. If we really believe that we want to act, and I believe 


all of us do, let's act in the right direction, and certainly this 
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bill is not the right direction. 


"Minimum facilities" on lines 24, page 1, through line 4, page 2. 





What are they talking about. I defy most members of the committee to 





tell me what they are talking about. Do they talk about brands of 





equipment, types of equipment? I have been associated with the auto- 






motive field for over 14 years and as far as I can see, “minimum facil- 




























ity'is not very clearly set forth. I think we've had enough hearings. 
I believe this bill should be killed. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: I presume you would agree that it is advisable 


to have plumbers, electricians and all these other people licensed? If 





this bill could be properly designed to meet all your objections -- and 
I think the objections are well taken -- would you then be in favor of 
legislation that allowed for the licensing of auto repair shops? 

MR. AYRES: I would not, for the following reason: if we would ap- 
proach the right position as I see it, that we have the vehicle itself 
under a state mandate properly inspected. The chairman mentioned the 
expense these hearings are costing the state. It has cost the people 
interested in it several other thousands of dollars. They continually 
oppose it because itS just impractical. How inthe world are you ever 
going to say what sort of tools and equipment should be in what they 
call a garage? I see no fruit or benefit, but a waste of time and 
expense in event we try to have a meeting of opponents and proponents 
because we just do not believe the bill makes good sense in any way. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Do you believe that it is a good idea to 
license plumbing contractors? 

MR. AYRES: I don't know about that, because I havwenever been in 
the plumbing business or had familiarity with it. The legislature has 
found it advisable and I would abide by the law in that. I think I'm 


competent to givé advice only on what I'm familiar with. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: This is based on the idea that the public has 






a right to be protected. If licensing is advisable in other areas, it 







would seem that it would be advisable in this area, provided we nada 


good piece of legislation to do it. 









MR. AYRES: It doesn't to me, because when you need a plumbing job 











you're going to get it repaired one way or another. This is not true of 
an automobile. It is the opinion of the owner, the condition of his 


pocketbook and his own desires. 





ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: There is a certain similarity, isn't there, 



























in the possiblity that if the plumbing goes wrong you can tell, you 
can hire a man who has a license and you know that he had passed these 
requirements and that hé is a reputable man or his license would have 
been revoked; whereas, if the brakes don't work he goes to a repairman 
perhaps he will get some backyard man who really doesn't know what he 

is doing and a faulty repair job results. 

MR. AYRES: I would disagree that there is any similarity whatso- 
ever, mainly because you can drive on a battery that is partially down 
by being shoved and you, aS an individual, might realize the danger 
entailed, but out of the normal public........ 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: (interposed).....How can you be sure of a 
good job? 

MR. AYRES: That is why I say annual inspections checked by 
competent state employees having no relation to the actual person 
doing the repairs. Inspections by state employees with work done 
by private firms. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KENNICK: Your main objection is to the first part of 
the bill dealing with the repair shop? Have you a position on employees 
being certified? 

MR. AYRES: ‘We take the bill in its entirely; we think its foolish. 







ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFRUM: Do you agree that line 8, page 1 is faulty? 
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Would a toaster repairman have to have a license the way the bill is 
worded? 
MR. AYRES: In my opinion, anytime you repair anything, you change, 


alter to its benefit, not damage. Theorectically, whether additives 





help or not, it is attempting to repair. 





ASSEMBLYMAN WOLFRUM: Page 2 dealing with terms of equipment: would 


the state here be telling a shop owner what equipment he had to have? 





MR, AYRES: This is exactly my interpretation. For illustration, 





we have doctors; they meet certain educational requirements and satisfy 
the state for a license to practice. But the state then does not tell 
them what type of equipment they must have. The same with dentists. 
We're going backwards if we get to that point in our society. This bill 
means that the state could tell the shop owner he wasn't qualified if 

he did not have a certain type of machine. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KILPATRICK: The machinists seem to believe that these 
local ordinances are good and desirable measures. Do you agree? 

MR. AYRES: Any improvement I agree with, but I think here we are 
doing it backwards. If these were adopted on a state-wide basis, we 
still couldn't enforce it. We still wouldn't be doing what we want. 
We're trying to stop the carnage on our highways and the only way to do 
it is to see that the machine is properly finished. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: How does your association tie in with the 
licensing of repair shops? 

MR. AYRES: We have an interest in it just like father and son, 
profit and loss. They are our customers, we know their problems, we 
understand the vicissitudes a repairman goes through. They introduce 
new instrumentalities to the repairmen. Lots of times garagemen and 
wholesalers will disagree, but the interest in this particular bill is 
that it is so assinine and so absolutely unenforceable, it does nothing. 


Bun 










ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: In effect, the bill does not directly affect 
you and your association? 

MR. AYRES: No, but we are interested in good legislation. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: If I thought this bill was, as you Say, 


"utterly stupid" and a waste of time, I would not be pursuing it and 






asking it to be studied. True, there are some weaknesses, and we 



























granted that at the outset. I feel the proponents have made a case 
for the need of such legislation and quite frankly I think your re- 
marks are in very poor taste. 

MR. AYRES: Iam sorry, Mr. Meyers, if you do, but it happens to 
be my state of mind on it. I happened to be at the Los Angeles meet- 
ing on AB 2898 and it was agreed there that amendments should be made. 
AB 2796 modifies it only in a very small way. I feel it is impractical. 
If you don't like the word "stupid", I think then it is inoperative. 
This is no personal offense on you and I don't intend it to be such, 
but certainly from a look at the bill, I don't see how you can agree 
that it does the things that maybe you have in mind. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: These local ordinances are workable. 

MR. AYRES: But once the state steps in, as I understand the law, 
all of these nice ordinances will be inoperative. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: All of them, or just those in conflict? 

MR. AYRES: I understand it to be just those in conflict, but the 
bill mentions local fire, sanitary and safety ordinances. 

ASSEMBLYMAN KILPATRICK: I think in nearly all instances of state 
protective legislation we have local legislation covering various simi- 
lar issues, but there are also many communities having inadequate ordi- 
nances; therefore, the state comes to bring some help. We do not pre- 
clude local agencies from legislating on their own, especially in regard 
to health and safety. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN GAFFNEY: There is nothing in state minimum standards 
to preclude the local community going in for stronger and better enforce- 
ment. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: I am not advocating infringing upon local 
control, but where local areas cannot handle a given situation, it is 
almost necessary and essential that the state come in and try to pass 
laws to help the local areas. 
MR, HARTNETT: This is probably the first time the entire industry 
has been united in its opposition: the manufacturers, the wholesalers, 
the garagemen, the car dealers and the boosters are opposed for one 
reason or another. So for the first time we have unanimity. In our 
opinion the basic factor of legislation is objectivity. Actually, our 
problem in California as well as nation-wide, is the lack of uniform 
inspection legislation. The tragedy of America is the carnage on our 
highways: 40,000 killed and 303,000 injured annually. The economic 
loss to California alone each year is more than the entire state. bud- 
get. We need an inspection law; we need it done by the state under 
a given program. The first thing we must evaluate on this subject is, 
does the state want revenue only? I don't think so. We'd probably 
have 20,000 people taking out licenses the first year; that's half a 
million dollars. Only peanuts to the enforcement. Thereafter, it 
would only be about three hundred thousand, so I don't think that's 
what you're looking for. I think the basis of all our discussion is 
one word: "safety". If we can some way, some how reduce the carnage 
on our highways by two percent or three or four percent, our time and 
effort is well spent. 
This bill has been referred to as identical to its predecessor; it 
is not. It has been amended and amended and amended. (Another thing I 
wish is that we will banish from our minds the words "compulsory inspec- 


tion." It is periodic inspection legislation.) Our group is opposed to 
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AB 2796 on the basis of discrimination. Now the objective is safety. 
Parts of the bill deal with talent and technique in repairing automo- 
biles; yet the bill excludes all fleet operators. I violently object 
to that discrimination. They are as much a part of this overall idea 
of safety as anyone else. I also object to the suggestion of excluding 
and exempting service stations. They do approximately 30 percent of 
all the repair work: of brakes adjusted, service stations do 21 percent; 
wheel balancing, 21 percent; cooling systems, 26 percent and so on. So 
service stations have as much a part of this program as anyone; yet the 
proponents blandly recommend excluding them, This would leave just the 
car dealers and independent garages. 

The impression I get, rightfully or wrongfully, from the presen- 
tation of the unions is that their ultimate objective is to unionize 
all the repair shops in California. About equipment in garages: the 
average garage today has $26,000 worth of equipment, cnnsisting of 72 


separate pieces. It begins with air compressors and goes right down the 


alphabet to wheel straighteners. If they want to fix axles, chassis, 

and transmissions, that means seven more pieces; battery work, seven 
more; body and fender work, 10 more; brakes, 15 more pieces; wheel and 
tire service, 22 additional and so on down the line. There is no con- 
celvable way for any governmental body to regiment and designate how 

many types, kinds and sizes or pieces of equipment a garage owner or 
repair shop should require. I think this should be left to the indivi- 
dual repair shop; the best equipped shop gets the business. You couldn't 
enforce it no matter what you did. 

The second part of the bill also disturbs me, the apprenticeship 
references, We in the automotive service industry have spent millions 
of dollars in apprenticeship programs. Just in the last two months, we 
devised a job opportunity program, completely analyzing the industry in 
an effort to provide jobs for young people, and we supply both at the 

oth. 





jobbers' counter level and the garage level. Most of the schools are 
now working in cooperation with us, and we've gone a long way in accom- 
plishments. We have done an excellent job without any outside aid. We 
know our mechanics are getting old and need replacement, but we are 
succeeding admirably there. I don't think that this proposed bill is 
enforceable, I don't think it would serve any useful purpose; it would 
just be additional regimentation. I do believe, however, that it might 
aid the union in garnering some new members. I have no objection to 
that; but on the other hand, I can see no useful purpose in this bill. 
I believe if we all pooled our resources we can enact an automobile 
periodic inspection system based on a sound plan such as New Jersey's. 
The state there does the business itself, and they have the lowest ac- 
cident fatality record in America. 

It could be done for about 20 million, meaning 150 separate in- 
spectinn stations spaced strategically, run on a calendar basis so 
the mechanics would be kept busy. We know the equipment necessary 
and have every factor and every formula worked out. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: I'ma little confused. You are opposed to 
any regimentation, but isn't your inspection program just that? 

MR. HARTNETT: No, sir, everything we have today is inspected. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: It's organization? 

MR. HARTNETT: That's right. 

ASSEMBLYMAN BANE: Would you suggest the motorist pay a fee to 
cover expenses of the inspection? A self-supporting program? 

MR. HARTNETT: Exactly. With a $2.50 fee twice a year, the entire 
investment of 416 million for plant and equipment would be amortized in 
five years. And thereafter the fee could be reduced. 


ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: Your inference a while ago was that nobody 


in the industry is supporting this legislation. 
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MR. HARTNETT: Well, I am sorry, I didn't mean to go quite that far. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: It was very short from actually conveying 
that fact. You mention attempting to unionize, and if I thought for 
one minute that this bill was an attempt to unionize, I would ask the 
Chairman to shelf the hearing as of now. I could take a good half 
hour to cite many cases of consumer abuses by unscrupulous garages, 
but we will go into that at another time. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Regimentation is not going to be very much 
of an argument with us if those who oppose regimentation of this small 
group propose instead the regimentation of virtually all the people 
in the state. Your group would be concerned chiefly about the supply- 
ing of materials that are specified by the law in repair shops? 

MR. HARTNETT: Yes, we don't operate repair shops, but repair 
shops are basically the customers of our people. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Do you really fear that some one make of 
repair equipment would be recommended over another make by the 
State of California? 

MR. HARTNETT: Who in government is equipped mentally, physi- 
cally and by experience to decide whether an AC spark plug or a 
Champion spark plug or an AutoLite spark plug is better? 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: Well, I don't believe this would be the 
case, and I am sure you don't. 

MR. HARTNETT: Well, it is probable. We know this equipment 
thing intimately, and we always get back to the factor of safety. 

For example; with the finest of brakes and the finest of equipment, 


to stop a car going 60 miles an hour requires 226 feet, at 55 miles 


an hour, 170 feet. Therein lies the evil. Then,to get at decent 
repairs. If we could come at it through an inspection to the vehicle 
itself, not any human element. 
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ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: If these various objectionable features of 





the bill were removed and we had a bill which only allowed for 






licensing, where licenses could be withdrawn from immoral operators, 






would this be a good idea, or do you think the whole idea is bad? 






MR. HARTNETT: I must believe the whole idea is bad because you 






can never get the fleet operators to do it. I honestly and truth- 








fully don't think that the circumstances warrant the enactment of 





the bill. I don't think it will accomplish anything in the way of 





revenue to the state, anything in the way of safety to our general 






people, or anything in the way of preserving the integrity of manu- 








facturers, from manufacturer to dealer to consumer. What it aspires 





to accomplish, I am confident can be accomplished through inspection 




















legislation because that pinpoints the deficiency to the vehicle and 
eliminates the human element of it. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MILLS: I think that everyone here, including the 
author, is aware of the fact that this bill is absolutely shot full 
of holes, and that those who are opposing the bill today are opposed 
to the basic principle of it, and I wonder if we are spending time 
very well in listening to objections to specifics which the proponents 
of the bill realize are there? 

N. L. MCLAUGHLIN, LONG BEACH MOTOR CAR DEALERS ASSOCIATION: I 
am authorized by the Motor Car Dealers Association of Southern Cali- 
fornia, as well as the Long Beach Association, to represent them in 
opposing AB 2796. 

It is the opinion of the new car dealers that this is unnecessary 
legislation increasing the cost of doing business, which in turn is 
passed on to the consumer. In most communities of Southern California, 


we have city ordinances licensing and controlling garage operations, 





and adding state controls would be a duplication of effort and expense. 
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Our members are suspicious of the true purpose of this bill, 
as we understand it was instigated by the machinists union, and we 
are wondering if they wish to secure a list of mechanics from the 
State for organizational purposes such as the Retail Clerks Union 
did when you licensed the salesmen. 
We would like to call your attention to the breakdown in respect 


for law, due to the passing of legislation that does not meet with 

























the approval of general public. We are sure that if this bill is 
enacted into law, it will not have the support of the prosecutors, 
as we have found in endeavoring to enforce the law licensing salesmen. 
The responsible new car dealers through their Associations are 
doing everything in their power to protect the consumer, and if we 
felt that this bill would be of sufficient value in this regard, 
we would have endorsed it. 

HENRY SORENSON, INDEPENDENT GARAGE OWNERS OF CALIFORNIA: There 
are many categories in this complex automotive repair business: the 
general repair, the body shop, the upholstery shop, the brake shop, 
the muffler shop and other specialty shops. AB 2796 does not say 
which of these is to be licensed or who will determine which shall 
be licensed. Therefore, it is our contention that this section of 
the bill is unworkable. We must assume that the reason for this 
bill being writter. is in the interest of public welfare and safety. 

If this is so, then why should the fleet operators be eliminated 

from the provision? Do not they travel on our highways? Should not 
they be regulated just as any other garage man is? We feel it is 
totally unfair not to license all those responsible for repairing 
vehicles who operate on our highways; therefore, this bill \loses its 


true intent and purpose and becomes undesirable legislation. 


pe 





Section 11901 states that each repair shop shall comply with 






This is a duplication of existing 
The bill 


local safety and fire ordinances. 









local requirements and is unnecessary as part of the bill. 


says the Department of Motor Vehicles shall be the enforcing adminis- 





tering agent with no provision for industry representation. We feel 






this is unfair too, for if an industry is to be licensed, it should 






most certainly have a voice in its administration, as is the case 






in most licensing laws. Section 11903 setting forth the requirements 






for service procedures and minimum facilities opens the door to the 






creation of utter confusion, as there are many variances to the 







acceptable procedures and these should be governed by the operator 






himself and not a state agency. Enforcement of this section of the 


bill, in our opinion, would be impossible. 





Section 11905 says that the original license fee shall be $25.00 





















and the renewal cost $15.00. This is an unrealistic figure, for the 
cost of policing the many thousands of repair shops in California, 

in our Opinion, would far exceed the income. This then would result 
in one of two things happening. Either it would cost the state 

money, or the operator would be further taxed, thereby placing one 
more burden on the small businessman. Article 2 deals with repair 
shop employees and the requirement they be the holder of a certificate 
issued by the Division of Apprenticeship before they be allowed to 
work upon motor vehicles as registered in California. IGO of California 
has an apprenticeship program and works very closely with the Divi- 
Sion of Apprenticeship Standards in pursuit of this program. However, 
we certainly do not believe that we should be required by law to 

hire only those who are certificate holders, since it is possible 

to train men to perform some repair duties perfectly with much less 
than a four-year training period. I refer specifically to such jobs 


as muffler replacement, brake repairmen, front end specialists, tuneup 
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men. In addition, we have within this industry, through the coopera- 





tion of the automotive manufacturers and the independent parts 






manufacturers adequate facilities to train men, and it is our belief 






that businessmen should be the judge of when a man is capable of 







being a trained mechanic. 


The problem of our industry today is not that of training men, 









but the inducement of young people to enter the field of automotive 


mechanics. As the average age and army draft quotas increase, our 





problem becomes even more acute. If our industry is saddled with 






regulations which are proposed in AB 2796, it will only deter young 






men from entering our field instead of encouraging them, as we are 










trying to do through a combined free industry effort. Garagemen 


today are attempting to hire and train apprentices whenever possible; 





















however, if it became necessary to comply with the regulations of 

this bill, operators would be reluctant to hire young people because 

of the red tape required to conduct the training program. This has 

been proven in Canada, where they now have various types of licensing 
laws for mechanics which have not worked satisfactorily. As an 

example, the prewines of Ontario alone admits to having 7,000 unlicensed 
mechanics and authorities there admit that such a law is economically 
impossible and impractical to police. 

The one page bill proposed in AB 2796 presents an entirely un- 
workable system of licensing for an industry as vast and complex as 
the automotive repair business. Important problems have been dis- 
missed with one sentence. What is presented would be impossible 
for administration or enforcement, and does nothing but create a 
burden on the small businessman and the legislation has no remedial 
effect. Regarding plumbers and electricians, those industries saw 
fit to license themselves. When licensing is necessary in the auto- 


motive industry, let the industry write the measure which will con- 






trol them so it will be properly done. 








































CHAIRMAN BEAVER: May I congratulate you on the conciseness of 
statement and the brilliance of your thought. 

ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: Your attitude and approach have given some 
very good food for thought as far as re-evaluating this legislation 
is concerned, not saying that I accept or agree completely with 


Are the garage owners opposing certifying 





everything you stated, 
mechanics because they would rather have them under individual con- 
trol and feel it is to their disadvantage to have a mechanic feel a 
certain amount of independence by being certified by the state? 
MR. SORENSON: I don't think so. I think that unfortunately 
today employees are interested only in how much they take home in 
the paycheck, they don't look at how much the withholding tax is 
anymore, and I don't believe that that would change the attitude. 
CHAIRMAN BEAVER: Mr. Meyers has asked for a few moments to make 
a closing argument on his bill. 
ASSEMBLYMAN MEYERS: It has been granted that there are some 
bugs in this bill and probably more than I anticipated myself, but 
I feel that as a result of the hearing today and the fact of the 
courtesy and the understanding of this committee and some of the 
questions that have been asked, that there is a better understanding 
among the proponents and maybe to a degree among the persons who 
disagree with certain phases of the bill. I certainly feel it warrants 
and deserves a meeting among the interested persons with the idea of 
trying to probe the areas of differences. I feel that this bill has 
merit to it and can help to correct some serious existing deficiencies 
in the automobile repair business in the State of California. 
CHAIRMAN BEAVER: There is one concluding remark the chair would 
like to make. Earlier in today's testimony I made the observation 
that I thought it might be possible for the proponents and the opponents 
to get together informally and avoid long hearings and testimony in 
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the future prior to a total review of the subject. It appears to the 
chair that those who represent opposition to this bill are not in 
favor of such a meeting, however, I do plead with them to reconsider 
to a degree and to cooperate wherever possible with Assemblyman Meyers 
and perhaps somehow arrange to see to it that when we have our meet- 
ing in February we can have a brief and concise statement from the 
author which will tie all of the proposals and counterproposals 


together into a rather tight little package if possible. 


(Thereupon Chairman Beaver adjourned the hearing) 
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